REMARKS 



This is a response to the non-final Office Action dated January 28, 2005. 

Claims 1, 2, 9, 10 and 22-25 are amended. Claims 1, 2, 10, 22 and 23 are amended to 
clarify that the safety light is used in a security system that secures a building against burglaries. 
See, e.g., Fig. 1, and the specification, paragraph 0017. Regarding claims 9, 24 and 25, see 
paragraph 0033 and Fig. 8. 

Regarding paragraph 1 of the Office Action, formal drawings are submitted herewith. 

Regarding paragraph 2 of the Office Action, a revised title is provided herewith. 

Claims 1-5, 7-1 1, 17-23 and 25 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. patent 6,1 14,948 to Astell. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections in 
view of the following. 

Applicants' independent claims set forth that they are concerned with a safety light which 
operates in the context of a security system that secures a building against burglaries. In 
contrast, Astell is concerned with a safety apparatus in which strobe lights are manually activated 
by a fire fighter, such as by operating a switch 30, which can be positioned outside a dwelling, 
such as above a doorway (Fig. 2, col. 3, lines 38-50). When the switch is activated, a transmitter 
24 associated with an activator 22 transmits a signal to a receiver 26 in each room of the 
dwelling to activate a corresponding strobe light. The strobe light can flash in a pattern that 
indicates the number of occupants of the room. The strobe light can also be color coded so that a 
particular color indicates that a child occupies the room (col. 3, lines 1 1-33, col. 4, lines 6-16). 

Applicants' approach provides many advantages, including the fact that the safety light 
can be added in as a peripheral component in a security system. Furthermore, existing 
components such as a transmitter of the security system may be used for both transmitting a 
wireless signal to the safety light when an emergency condition has been detected, and 
transmitting a wireless signal to at least one security system component in the security system, 
where the at least one security system component is used in the security system for securing the 
building against burglaries (see claim 2). 
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Amendments to the Drawings: 

Please enter the enclosed replacement sheets for Figures 1-9. The replacement sheets are 
formal versions of the figures. No amendments are made to the figures. 
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There is simply no disclosure or suggestion by Astell of integrating a safety light into a 
security system as set forth in Applicants' claims. Withdrawal of the rejection is therefore 
respectfully requested. 

Moreover, Applicants' dependent claims recite further patentable features. 

Claim 9, for instance, sets forth that the safety light comprises a directional light to 
indicate a direction of an exit from the building. In contrast, the strobe light of Astell is intended 
only to signal fire fighters outside of a dwelling of the number of occupants of a room. 
Withdrawal of the rejection to this claim is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim 18 refers to a transmitter provided within the housing of a safety light for 
transmitting a wireless signal to a receiver in a home security system to inform the home security 
system of a status of the safety light. In contrast, Astell states that a master unit 120 can be used 
to re-transmit a signal to all of the strobe lights in a dwelling. That is, the master unit can re- 
transmit the signal from the activator 22 (Fig. 9, col. 5, lines 9-18). In fact, as can be seen in Fig. 
2, left hand side, of Astell, the strobe light apparatus in the receiver 26 does not include a 
transmitter and therefore cannot transmit a wireless signal as set forth in claim 1 8. Withdrawal 
of the rejection to this claim is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim 19 sets forth that the status of the safety light, which the home security system is 
informed of by the wireless signal transmitted from a transmitter in the housing of the safety 
light, indicates at least one of a low battery status and loss of power status. In contrast, Astell at 
col. 4, lines 21-24, and Fig. 3, indicates that the strobe light 28 may include a low battery 
condition indicator 108 on the strobe light device itself. However, this is not analogous to 
providing a transmitter within the housing of a safety light for transmitting a wireless signal with 
a status of the safety light to a home security system. Withdrawal of the rejection to this claim is 
therefore respectfully requested. 

Regarding claims 20 and 21, the cited passage of Astell at col. 5, lines 53-55 refers to 
preventing tampering of a wireless system used for transmitting a signal from a rescue vehicle to 
the activator 22. This has nothing to do with providing a transmitter within the housing of a 
safety light for transmitting a wireless signal with a status of the safety light to a home security 
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system, where the status indicates that the housing has been tampered with, or an installation of 
the housing has been compromised. Withdrawal of the rejection to these claims is therefore 
respectfully requested. 

Regarding claim 25, the strobe lights 1 16-1 18 in the strobe light device 28 in Fig. 5 of 
Astell do not indicate a direction of an exit from the building, but instead only indicate the 
occupancy of a room (col. 4, lines 36-44). Withdrawal of the rejection to this claim is therefore 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 6 and 13 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Astell in view of NPL (TOT finder decals). Claims 6 and 13 refer to a safety light that comprises 
indicia including an image of a firefighter and a child for informing rescue personnel of an 
emergency condition. In contrast, the TOT finder decal is just that - a decal that can be adhered 
to a window. There is simply no disclose or suggestion in this reference of providing a safety 
light in a security system as claimed. One cannot base obviousness upon what a person skilled in 
the art could or might try but rather must consider what the prior art would have led a person 
skilled in the art to do. In re Antonie, 559 F.2d 618 195 USPQ 6 (CCPA, 1977). The Examiner 
must make a showing of a suggestion or motivation in the art to combine the references. In re 
Rouffet, 149 F.3d 1350, 47 USPQ2d 1453 (Fed. Cir. 1998). The Examiner has failed to make 
such a showing. Thus, Applicants respectfully submit that the proposed combination is improper 
and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 12, 14 and 26 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Astell in view of U.S. patent 6,222,455 to Kaiser. Kaiser is concerned with a unitary smoke 
detector and light signal device (col. 1, lines 38-42). Accordingly, there is no motivation to 
combine Kaiser with Astell, which is concerned with a system in which safety lights are 
activated by a remote wireless signal. Furthermore, even if these references were combined, 
arguendo , they still would not lead one of ordinary skill to Applicants' claimed invention in 
which a safety light operates in the context of a security system that secures a building against 
burglaries. 
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Moreover, Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's assertion that Kaiser 
provides a safety light with a housing having first and second opposite faces, as set forth in claim 
14, where an illuminated indicia is provided on both the first and second faces. Kaiser only 
discloses a lighted signal 27 that is visible outside of a building through a single transparent front 
wall 23 (col. 3, lines 43-45). In another embodiment, Kaiser provides a lighted doorknob 
mounted device 10 that allows the doorknob to be located during a fire (col. 1, lines 45-50). This 
embodiment similarly fails to disclose or suggest the claimed feature. Withdrawal of the 
rejection to these claims is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 15 and 16 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Astell in view of U.S. patent 6,737,962 to Mayor. Mayor is concerned with a standalone alarm 
system for a vehicle (Abstract). Specifically, Mayer provides an anti-tamper switch 1 19 for a 
housing 128 of a vehicle security alarm system 100. However, Mayer is not concerned 
whatsoever with a strobe light as provided by Astell for signaling fire fighters when there is a 
fire in a dwelling. Accordingly, there is simply no motivation to combine these references as 
asserted absent hindsight gained impermissibly from the present invention. Withdrawal of the 
rejection to these claims is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim 24 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Astell in 
view of U.S. patent 6,157,298 to Garfinkel. Garfinkel is concerned with a safety helmet for 
biking, skating and the like, which includes right and left directional signals 13, 14 that are 
manually operated by directional buttons 17, 1 8 in the helmet to warn those behind the user 
when the user plans on turning left or right (Fig. 2, col. 4, lines 13-28). Applicants respectfully 
believe that it would not be obvious to combine Garfinkel and Astell as asserted since they are 
concerned with different technical problems. That is, Garfinkel is not concerned whatsoever 
with a strobe light as provided by Astell for signaling fire fighters when there is a fire in a 
dwelling, and Astell is not concerned with a safety helmet. Withdrawal of the rejection to this 
claim is therefore respectfully requested. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that each of the present claims is in 
condition for immediate allowance, and such allowance is respectfully solicited. If the Examiner 
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believes a telephone conference might expedite the allowance of this application, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to telephone the undersigned. 



Scully, Scott, Murphy & Presser 
400 Garden City Plaza, Suite 300 
Garden City, New York 11530 
(516) 742-4343 

PJE:RH 



Respectfully submitted, 

Ralph F. Hoppin 
Reg. No. 38,494 
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